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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of canrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-8 and 11-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. 

The specification fails to provide a clear description of Figs. 2 and 3. Therefore, 
it is very hard for the examiner to understand the flow diagram of the control system for 
the automated guided vehicle as shown in Fig. 2 and the control system of the vehicle 
as shown in Fig. 3. 

For example, it is unclear what exactly is the term "avoidance offset CAN 
[TBDms rate]" and "avoidance limits CAN [TBDms rate] vehicle state". It is unclear what 
exactly is "SDMA framework", "avoidance limits POSIX semaphore controlled mailbox", 
"avoidance offset POSIX semaphore controlled mailbox", "raw ranging data RS-232" 
and "bumper zone incursion signals". Where exactly in the specification that describes 
the above mentioned terms as shown in Fig. 3? What are the terms CAN, TBDms, 
SDMA. POSIX and RS-232? 
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The specification, section 26, It is unclear what is the "frannework of Janz CAN 
driver". 

The specification, section 44, it is unclear what exactly is "Sick scanner*'. 

Regarding claim 4, lines 4-6, it is unclear how the vehicle can be stopped "when 
the presence of the obstacle is detected outside of the limited control area". How 
exactly the obstacle can be detected when it is outside the limited control area? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 3 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dudeck et al (US 2004/00901 17) in view of Gudat et al (5.956,250). 

Regarding claim 1, Dudeck discloses (Figs. 1 and 2) a method of guiding an 
automated guided vehicle (automatic steering system), comprising: 

providing a guide path (b) defined with respect to a physical path (road 2); 
controlling a vehicle (1) to generally follow the guide path (b); 
detecting the presence of an obstacle (3) at the guide path (b) (Section 20); and 
controlling the vehicle (1) around the obstacle (3) (Section 23). 
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The only difference between the disclosure of Dudeck and the claimed invention 
is that claim 1 requires controlling the vehicle "back to the guide path". 

However, Gudat discloses (Fig. 40) a method of controlling a vehicle (310) 
around an obstacle (4002) and back to the guide path (Column 5, lines 52-57; and 
column 53. lines 45-55). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
use the method of avoiding the obstacles and thereafter returning to the guide path of 
Gudat into the method of guiding an automated guided vehicle of Dudeck to provide a 
highly accurate vehicle path-tracking on dynamically determined vehicle paths. 

Regarding claim 2, Dudeck further discloses wherein the detecting included 
providing a sensor on the vehicle and detecting an obstacle with the sensor (Sections 
20 and 39). 

Regarding claim 3, Gudat discloses (Figs. 38 and 42) a scanning laser sensor 
(404). Therefore, it would have been obvious to use the scanning laser sensor into the 
automated guided vehicle of Dudeck since this is well known in the art. 
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Regarding claim 14, Dudeck discloses (Fig. 1) wherein detecting the presence of 
an obstacle includes detecting unobstructed passage space (path a, b, or f) adjacent 
the obstacle (3, 4, or 5) (Section 34). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 4-8, as best understood, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dudecic in view of Gudat as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of the Admitted Prior Art (APA) (the Applicant's specification). 

Regarding claim 4, as best understood, Dudeck discloses (Fig. 1 ) when the 
obstacle (individual persons 6) is detected outside the limited control area (outside the 
road 2), the vehicle is stopped or braked (Sections 31 , 33 and 36). 

Dudeck fails to define "a limited control area". 

However, the Applicant specification, section 15, the last three lines 'When 
outside of the limited control area LC, the vehicle stops for obstructions to the guided 
path as is known in the art". 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to the person of ordinary skill in the art to 
recognize that the automated guided vehicle of Dudeck can be used in any limited 
control area would provide the same function of avoidance the obstacles. 
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Regarding claim 5, Gudat discloses (Fig. 40) a method of controlling a vehicle 
(310) around an obstacle (4002) and back to the guide path (Column 5, lines 52-57; and 
column 53, lines 45-55). 

Regarding claim 6, the APA discloses the dead-reckoning navigation is well 
known in the art (The Applicant's specification, section 13). 

Gudat also teach the well known dead-reckoning navigation (Column 3, lines 54- 

63). 

Regarding claim 7, the gyroscope-based navigation is also well known in the art. 

Regarding claim 8, the use of dead-reckoning navigation for updating the position 
and direction is well known in the art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dudeck in view of Gudat and the Admitted Prior Art (APA) as applied to claims 1 , 6 and 
8 above, and further in view of Johnson et al (US 2003/0233177). 

Regarding claims 11-13, Dudeck fails to disclose the use of magnets along the 
guide path for updating the position of the vehicle. 
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However, Johnson discloses tlie use of magnets along the guide path for 
updating the position of the vehicle (Sections 3 and 66). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to the person of ordinary skill in the art to 
use magnets along the guide path for updating the position of the vehicle into the 
automated guided vehicle of Dudeck provide a highly accurate vehicle path-tracking on 
dynamically determined vehicle paths. Furthermore, this is also well known in the art 
(as taught by the Applicant's specification, section 13). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dudeck in view of Gudat as applied to claims 1 and 14 above, and further in view 
of Kadonoff et al (4,829.442). 

Regarding claims 15 and 16, Dudeck fails to teach the step of determining an 
offset to the guide path. 

However, Kadonoff discloses the determining an offset to the guide path (Column 
2. lines 46-60; and column 3, lines 22-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to determining an offset to the guide path 
in the automated guided vehicle of Dudeck to guide the vehicle around the obstacle and 
steer the vehicle back to desired path without colliding other obstacles. 
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Election Without Traverse 

Applicant's election without traverse of Species (B) (claims 1-8 and 1 1-16 in the 
reply filed on July 7, 2006 is acknowledged. 

Claims 9-10 have been withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LUU MATTHEW whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7663. The examiner can normally be reached on Flexible Schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. JACK KEITH can be reached on (571) 272-7663. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



M. Luu 




MATTHEW LUU 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



